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表１．ASEAN 諸国における低・中所得国グループの教育、経済と労働市場（2018）
(2014)
(Net) 93.5 98.0 93.8 91.5 90.3 97.9
(%) 95.9 .. 93.9 92.3 90.3 ..
(%) 91.0 .. 93.7 90.7 90.2 ..
(Net) 78.7 .. 66.0 60.0 64.1 64.1
(%) 77.6 .. 60.0 60.7 61.5 61.5
(%) 79.9 .. 71.0 59.4 66.6 66.6
(Gross) 97.5 94.8 (Net) 89.34 (Net) 77.2 .. 75.6
(%) 96.9 .. 86.42 (Net) 79.0 .. 73.7
(%) 98.1 .. 92.47 (Net) 75.2 .. 77.5
(Gross) 80.3 72.5 (Net) .. 54.0 .. 54.4
78.7 .. 51.6 56.7 .. 49.7
(%) 81.9 .. 48.4 51.2 .. 59.2
- (%) 56.1 .. 61.1 97.3 99.4 ..
(%) .. .. 55.1 .. .. ..
(%) 54.9 .. 66.5 46.8 .. 54.5
- (%) 43.9 .. .. 2.6 .. ..
(%) 22.1 .. .. .. .. ..
(%) 42.9 .. 57.1 44.6 .. ..
(Gross) 36.3 28.5 35.5 15.0 13.7 18.8
(%) 33.8 25.5 30.8 14.4 14.4 22.0
(%) 39.0 31.7 40.4 15.5 12.9 15.6
($) 3,893.6 2,566.6 3,102.7 2,542.5 1,510.3 1,326.0
4.4 2.0 2.3 9.4 0.7 0.9
(%) 4.5 1.9 2.1 10.7 0.6 0.7
(%) 4.2 2.1 2.7 7.8 0.9 1.0
15-24 16.2 6.9 6.7 18.2 1.1 2.0
(%) 16.2 6.0 5.8 20.8 1.0 1.8













































































































































































































































が 24％だったものを、2010 年には 50％、
2015 年には 70％まで拡大することが目的
だった。）2018 年 UNESCO からのデータでは、


























































































































Arum and Shavit (1995) はアメリカの「The 









































































































































マンの 2 段階推計法 (Heckit method) と傾








& Guilherme, 1985; Kassouf, 1994; 











1993 年～ 1994 年 (IFLS1)、第２期：1997
年～ 1998 年 (IFLS2)、第 2.5 期：1999 年 
(IFLS2+)、第 3期：2000 年 (IFLS3)、第 4期：
2007 年～ 2008 年 (IFLS4)、第 5 期：2014































































の推定結果が列 (1) から (3) で、列（1）は
男女合計した推定結果であり、（2）と（3）
は男女それぞれ分けて分析した結果である。



















が 0.20 で統計的に 1% 有意水準である。す
なわち、教育収益率計算法 (Kahyarara and 
















Terminal education (1) All (2) Male (3) Female (4) All (5) Male (6) Female
2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 3.1% -0.3%
4.2% 1.3% 9.9% 8.6% 8.7% 7.6%
2.7% 2.0% 3.8% 3.5% 4.8% 1.2%
2.7% 2.0% 3.7% 5.0% 6.2% 3.0%
(D1, D2, D3) 3.3% 2.6% 4.0% 5.1% 4.7% 5.9%
S1 2.7% 2.5% 3.0% 4.8% 4.3% 5.3%
S2 5.2% 5.1% 5.2% 7.4% 6.8% 8.5%
S3 4.4% 5.8% 4.1% 7.2% 3.0% 36.5%
I 2.5% 3.7% 2.3% 3.2% 2.8% 2.7%
0.7% 0.4% 1.0% 2.9% 3.9% 1.9%


































ヘックマンの 2 段階推計法では 0.49 と、統
計的に 1% レベルで有意水準になる。これは
健康保険が保証されていない職業に就業し
た人より、46% あるいは 49% 年収が高くな
ることを示している。年金の場合、年金が
ある職業に就業した場合、そうではない人





















（Indonesia Family Life Survey: IFLS5）」
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表 3．記述統計量
3,829 2,299,959.00 2,326,487.00 54,167 37,900,000
ln 3,829 14.33 0.82 11 17
3,829 9.80 8.04 0 61
3,829 160.81 280.91 0 3,721
3,829 29.25 9.05 15 76
3,829 1.77 0.59 1 5
3,829 0.28 0.45 0 1
3,829 0.69 0.46 0 1
3,829 0.00 0.06 0 1
3,829 0.02 0.13 0 1
3,829 0.01 0.07 0 1
3,829 0.63 0.48 0 1
3,829 0.37 0.48 0 1
3,829 0.12 0.33 0 1
3,829 0.15 0.36 0 1
3,829 0.01 0.08 0 1
3,829 0.18 0.39 0 1
3,829 0.23 0.42 0 1
B 3,829 0.01 0.07 0 1
3,829 0.00 0.05 0 1
3,829 0.00 0.03 0 1
C 3,829 0.01 0.11 0 1
(D1, D2, D3) 3,829 0.06 0.24 0 1
S1 3,829 0.15 0.36 0 1
S2 3,829 0.02 0.13 0 1
S3 3,829 0.00 0.05 0 1
3,829 0.01 0.08 0 1
3,829 0.03 0.17 0 1
3,829 0.03 0.17 0 1
3,829 0.37 0.48 0 1
3,829 0.18 0.39 0 1






(1) All (2) Male (3) Female (4) All (5) Male (6) Female
0.04 0.18*** -0.13** -0.05 0.06 -0.19***
(1.36) (4.75) (-2.57) (-1.15) (0.74) (-2.60)
-0.06 0.51 -0.42* -0.17 0.18 -0.40
(-0.32) (1.58) (-1.67) (-0.57) (0.25) (-1.16)
0.18** 0.38*** 0.04 0.04 0.08 -0.01
(2.07) (2.71) (0.34) (0.27) (0.25) (-0.06)
0.26* 0.30 0.20 0.11 0.05 0.50
(1.67) (1.26) (0.92) (0.39) (0.10) (0.99)
0.20*** 0.24***
(8.37) (8.12)
0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.02*** 0.01 0.00
(8.12) (6.90) (3.78) (4.13) (1.47) (0.41)
-0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00
(-5.53) (-4.93) (-2.57) (-5.71) (-3.80) (-1.63)
0.20*** 0.18*** 0.18** 0.18*** 0.28*** -0.03
(4.57) (3.64) (2.38) (3.14) (3.79) (-0.34)
0.38*** 0.12 0.89*** 0.77*** 0.78*** 0.68**
(2.70) (0.74) (3.52) (3.50) (2.71) (1.96)
0.32*** 0.24*** 0.45*** 0.42*** 0.58*** 0.14
(7.64) (4.80) (6.05) (7.46) (7.92) (1.49)
0.32*** 0.24*** 0.44*** 0.60*** 0.74*** 0.36***
(7.81) (4.83) (6.36) (10.60) (9.99) (4.01)
B -0.18 -0.11 -0.39 0.54* 0.65** -0.02
(-1.19) (-0.66) (-1.11) (1.96) (1.96) (-0.04)
0.51** 0.46* 0.32 0.52 0.87* 0.05
(2.12) (1.73) (0.64) (1.38) (1.74) (0.08)
-0.39 -0.49 -0.38 -0.26 -5.34
(-1.15) (-1.50) (-0.98) (-0.62) (.)
C -0.02 -0.13 0.18 0.65*** 0.47** 0.80***
(-0.16) (-1.06) (1.02) (4.08) (2.31) (3.13)
(D1, D2, D3) 0.45*** 0.35*** 0.54*** 0.69*** 0.64*** 0.79***
(8.00) (4.43) (6.51) (8.99) (5.51) (7.39)
S1 0.41*** 0.38*** 0.45*** 0.72*** 0.65*** 0.80***
(9.14) (6.68) (6.49) (11.68) (7.88) (8.44)
S2 0.88*** 0.86*** 0.88*** 1.26*** 1.16*** 1.45***
(9.36) (7.47) (5.54) (7.87) (5.84) (5.29)
S3 0.87*** 1.16** 0.82*** 1.44*** 0.60 (0.44)
(3.64) (2.53) (2.81) (3.38) (1.04) 0.45
0.15 0.22 0.14 0.19 0.17 0.16
(1.06) (1.32) (0.55) (0.96) (0.72) (0.47)
0.06 0.04 0.09 0.26*** 0.35*** 0.17
(0.80) (0.49) (0.70) (2.74) (2.67) (1.26)
0.03 0.11 -0.08 0.25** 0.19 0.29**
(0.36) (1.20) (-0.65) (2.54) (1.42) (1.98)
0.46*** 0.43*** 0.55*** 0.49*** 0.45*** 0.57***
(17.23) (12.91) (12.10) (14.88) (7.85) (10.17)
0.30*** 0.26*** 0.41*** 0.28*** 0.20*** 0.43***
(9.18) (6.47) (7.16) (7.22) (3.02) (6.37)
0.17*** 0.17*** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.19*** 0.06
(6.18) (5.11) (2.97) (4.53) (3.39) (0.97)
Constant 13.41*** 13.56*** 13.44*** 12.80*** 15.76*** 12.48***
(324.94) (267.89) (202.04) (6.78) (8.34) (13.51)
Observations 3,829 2,417 1,412 7,492 4,037 3,455
R-squared 0.33 0.32 0.35




635 15.73 500 14.47
751 18.6 592 17.13
20 0.5 16 0.46
790 19.57 620 17.95
768 19.02 626 18.12
A 1 0.02 .. ..
B 15 0.37 7 0.2
6 0.15 6 0.17
14 0.35 6 0.17
C 43 1.07 27 0.78
1 0.02 1 0.03
(D1, D2, D3) 160 3.96 265 7.67
S1 496 12.29 477 13.81
S2 45 1.11 25 0.72
S3 5 0.12 5 0.14
34 0.84 19 0.55
127 3.15 148 4.28
126 3.12 115 3.33





Secondary Vocational Education in Labor Market Outcomes 
from the Perspective of Human Capital Theory:
Empirical Analysis Based on Indonesian Household Life Survey Data
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In human capital theory, education investment is one of the factors that 
increases productivity and so raises the rate of return for individuals. The concept 
was developed by economists such as Mincer (1974), Schultz (1961) and Becker 
(1962), where human capital investment through education was regarded as a 
source of economic growth. They empirically clarified the positive relationship 
between education and income. In Indonesia, the highest education level of many 
workers is secondary education; and general secondary education is normally 
popular than vocational secondary with past general secondary education 
enrollment rates above 80%, but today that has completely reversed and the 
vocational education enrollment rate is now over 50%. This study focuses on 
the returns to secondary vocational education in terms in Indonesia using human 
capital theory. Previous studies have found that the secondary vocational education 
is not as productive as secondary general education and this, combined with 
higher costs, results in lower returns. However, some past studies do suggest that 
vocational education plays an important role in reducing unemployment and may 
therefore have an important social role to support job opportunities, especially for 
students who are unlikely to afford to go to university.
Although these previous studies have clarifi ed the rate of return to vocational 
education through empirical analysis, they have only demonstrated a correlation - 
not a causal relationship. Furthermore, the enrollment rate in vocational education 
in Indonesia today and the domestic industrial structure have both expanded very 
quickly. It is therefore necessary to research and analyze the rate of return to 
vocational education in the current situation which is a very different context from 
that of previous studies. The aim of this paper is therefore to examine the rate of 
return to secondary vocational education in Indonesia’s labor market today, using 
Heckman’s two-step estimation method, which also shows the causal relationship 
and not just a correlation. The data is from Indonesian Family Life Survey (IFLS) 
of 2014~2015.
The research finds that secondary vocational education has an 
overwhelmingly higher rate of return, increasing productivity more than Islamic 
education, general education and other education. In addition, longer work 
experience also increased wages. Interestingly, higher education does not have 
人的資本の生産性の視点から見た中等職業教育の労働市場での成果について―インドネシア家計生活調査データによる実証分析―
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such high returns and is also more effective for females than for males, unlike 
primary or secondary education. The most important career path in today’s 
Indonesian economy is via vocational education, not necessarily via higher 
education. The education policy implication of this research finding is that it 
will be possible to contribute to reducing the job mismatch between unemployed 
youth and the lack of low skilled workers by encouraging vocational education 
in developing countries such as Indonesia, where economic growth has been 
remarkable but where major industries do not require high skilled workers and 
where most people have a secondary education.
